
V 

JUL 06 2020 
LARKY S. K'JYSTER ^ 



^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Page 3 of 7 
2019 Mich. App. LEXIS 5569. *1 

Civil Procedure > ... > Jurisdiction > In Rem & Personal Jurisdiction > In Personam Actions 

Criminal Law & Procedure > Jurisdiction & Venue > Jurisdiction 

Civil Procedure > ... > Jurisdiction > Subject Matter Jurisdiction > Jurisdiction Over Actions 

HWTTifc In Rem & Personal Jurisdiction, In Personam Actions 

Jurisdiction of the subject matter means that the court's authority over a particular incident, transaction, or 
circumstances that constitutes the subject matter of the case has been activated, as required by procedural law. 
Similariy, jurisdiction of the parties means more than personal jurisdiction—it means the court's existing legal 
authority over the parties has been activated in a procedurally proper way, usually service of process. Thus if one 
expects the big two categories of jurisdiction from law school to be the only categories, there are thousands of 
references to jurisdiction that would not make any sense at all. But when one perceives that those references 
pertain to the question of whether the applicable procedural law affords the court a green light to proceed under the 
circumstances, it becomes evident that an entirely distinct category exists, and although some inconsistency 
mari<ed its development, in recent decades, the body of procedural law of jurisdiction has become increasingly 
coherent. All that remains is to formally recognize the existence of|procedural jurisdictibnlas a distinct species, and 
to eradicate the vestiges of its confusion with subject matter jurisdiction. 
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or, ĈKcV.̂  '̂ 'Wx̂ ĉ ĉVNon - Over- TVg - ?o.x'^\eC, »T.y acV\oMo»^e^ C0\)T^ *S vo\<> 
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Order 
June 12,2020 

160707(103) 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, 
Plaintiff-Appellee, 

GREGORY CARL WASHINGTON, 
Defendant-Appellant. 

SC: 160707 
COA: 336050 
Wayne CC: 04-004270-FC 

Michigan Supreme Court 
Lansing, Michigan 

Bddget M. McConnack, 
Chiefjustice 

David F. \^viano, 
Giief Justice Pro Ton 

Stephen J . Markman 
Bdan K. Zahra 

Richard H. Bemstdn 
Elizabeth T. Qement 
Megan K. Cavanag^ 

Justices 

/ 

On order of the Chief Justice, the motion of Willie Curtis to file a brief amicus curiae 
is GRANTED. The amicus brief submitted on June 1,2020, is accepted for filing. 

^^Ervef Ai^\cxjS Corxo^e^' ^or VecyVe v, W<^sV^T^q{to^ SC» 1 6 0 7 0 7 , 

Bo^V Copses, VgQpNe V, Cur^'^S S C ^ l f e l M l O ^ cxndi 

I , Lany S. Royster, Clerk of the Michigan Supreme Court, certify that the 
foregoing is a true and complete copy of the order entered at the directioa of the Court 

June 12,2020 
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